I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the
District of Columbia that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on November 30, 2000, at Washington, D.C.

Robert A. Sinclair
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the
District of Columbia that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on November 30, 2000, at Washington, D.C.

Keith A. Reutter

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the District of
Columbia that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on November 30, 2000, at Washington, D.C.

Nels Pearsall
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the
District of Columbia that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on November 30, 2000, at Washington, D.C.

A AL

Robert A. Sinclair

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the
District of Columbia that the foregoing is true and correct.

/; P I:;;gecuted n November 30, 2000, at Washington, D.C.

Keith A. Reutter

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the District of
Columbia that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on November 30, 2000, at Washington, D.C.
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MICRONOMICS

i EH G o v an e

ROBERT A. SINCLAIR
Director
Education
Ph.D., Economics, University of Pittsburgh (1993)
M.A., Economics, University of Pittsburgh (1988)

B.A., Economics (minor in Mathematics), Indiana University of Pennsylvania (1986)
Fields of Concentration

Applied Microeconomics, Law and Economics, Empirical Industrial Organization
Expert Testimony

Before the Superior Court of the State of Arizona in and for the County of Santa Cruz

Sam and Sherri Chilcote, et al., v. Citizens Utilities Company, et al., (2000) Case No.
CV 98-471, prepared expert report on behalf of a class of electricity customers relating
to damage from inadequate electric service.

Before the United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio -- Western
Division
PepsiCo, Inc. v, Central Investment Corporation, (2000) Case No. C-1-98-389,

prepared expert report on behalf of PepsiCo on economic issues relating to soft drink
production and distribution.

Before the Corporation Commission of the State of Oklahoma

Joint Application of American Electric Power Company. Inc. Public Service Company
of Oklahoma and Central and South West Corporation Regarding Proposed Merger,
(1999) Cause No. PUD 980000444, prepared testimony on behalf of public power

entities on merger-related market power issues.

Before the Pubic Service Commission of the State of Wisconsin

In the matter of Proposed Revision of Chapter PSC 100, Wis. Admin. Code — Rules for
Wholesale Merchant Plants (1999) Docket No. 1-AC-174, prepared testimony on
behalf of various intervenors concerning market power issues relating to merchant
plant development.
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Before the Corporation Commission of the State of Oklahoma

Report on Market Power Issues related to the Merger of American Electric Power
Company and Central and South West Corporation (1998) Cause No. PUD
980000444, prepared expert report on behalf of the Municipal Electric Systems and
Oklahoma Association of Electric Cooperatives.

Before the Mississippi Public Service Commission

Report on Retail Market Power Issues (1998) Docket No. 96-UA-389, prepared expert
report on market power issues associated with electric utility restructuring in
Mississippi on behalf of the Municipal Energy Agency of Mississippi.

Before the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control

Review of the Connecticut Light & Power Company Rates and Charges (1998) Docket
No. 98-01-02, prepared testimony and exhibits on cost allocation and rate design
issues on behalf of the Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel.

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Western Resources, Inc., (1998); Docket No. ER98-2157-000, prepared affidavit on
behalf of the Kansas City Board of Public Utilities addressing market power issues
associated with Western Resources’ application to sell wholesale power at market-
based rates.

New England Electric Power Company, et al., (1998); Docket Nos. ER98-6-000 and
EC98-1-000, prepared affidavit on behalf of the Town of Norwood addressing market
power issues associated with the New England Power’s sale of generating assets to
U.S. Generating Company.

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Enova Energy, Inc. (1997); Docket No. EC97-
12-000, prepared affidavit on behalf of Southern California Public Power Authority
addressing market power issues associated with the San Diego Gas &
Electric/Southern California Gas merger.

The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and Market Responsive Energy, Inc.
(1997); Docket Nos. ER96-372-000 and ER95-1295-000, respectively; prepared

affidavit on behalf of Cleveland Public Power in opposition to CEI’s and MREI’s
settlement offer to resolve market power issues in their filing under §206 of the Energy
Policy Act to sell power at market-based rates.

In United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts

Town of Norwood, Massachusetts v. New England Power Company, et al. (1998) Case
No. 97-CV10818-PBS, prepared affidavit on behalf of the Town of Norwood
addressing antitrust issues associated with New England Power’s sale of generating
assets.
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In United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts

Town of Norwood, Massachusetts v. New England Power Company, et al. (1998) Case
No. 97-CV10818-PBS, prepared affidavit on behalf of the Town of Norwood

addressing recent changes in the corporate organization of Pacific Gas & Electric
Company pertinent to New England Power’s sale of its generating assets to an affiliate
of Pacific Gas & Electric Company.

Before the California Public Service Commission

Joint Application of Pacific Enterprises, Enova, ef al. (merger of San Diego Gas &
Electric Company and Southern California Gas Company, 1997 ); Application No.
A96-10-038 prepared testimony on behalf of Southern California Public Power
Authority addressing market power issues associated with the merger.

Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio

Application of the Toledo Edison Company and the Cleveland Electric Illuminating
Company for authority to increase rates (1996); Case No. 95-299-EL-AIR and 95-300-
EL-AIR; prepared testimony on cost allocation and rate design issues on behalf of the
Ohio Office of Consumers’ Counsel.

Before the South Carolina Public Service Commission

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Application for Increases in Electric Rates
and Charges (1995); Docket No. 95-1000-E; prepared testimony on behalf of the South
Carolina Department of Consumer Affairs analyzing the Company’s proposal to shift
depreciation reserves and shorten amortization schedules in order to reduce the
unrecovered costs of generation assets in preparation for retail competition.

Before the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

Application of the Potomac Electric Power Company for an Increase in its Retail Rates
(1995); Formal Case No. 939; prepared testimony on cost allocation and rate design
issues on behalf of the District of Columbia Office of People’s Counsel.
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4
Speeches

1. “Measuring Market Shares in the ‘Energy Services’ Market,” presented at
Communicating Competitive Concerns, sponsored by the American Gas Association,
Arlington, VA, February 25, 1998.

2. “Hostile Takeovers in the Electric Utility Merger Wave,” presented at Antitrust, Merger
Guidelines, and Regulation of Utility Consolidation, sponsored by the Institute of Public
Utilities at Michigan State University, Washington D.C., November 7, 1996.

3. “Telecommunications: Developing the Future at Home and Abroad,” presented at The
Future of Competition, sponsored by National Association of Regulatory Utility
Commissioners, Columbus, OH, September 13, 1996.

4, “Economic Aspects of FERC’s Policy on Electric Utility Mergers,” presented at

Mergers: A Threat to Competition?” sponsored by the McGraw-Hill Company,
Washington, D.C., March 15, 1996.

Publications and Papers

ARTICLES

1. “Economies of Scope in Electric and Natural Gas Utilities,” with K. Reutter, (July 2000)
under review at Applied Economics

2. “An Empirical Model of Entry and Exit in Airline Markets,” (October 1995) 10 Review
of Industrial Organization

3. “Incremental Transmission Pricing, the Comparability Standard, and an Alternative to
the FERC’s ‘Higher of> Policy,” with D. F. Greer and J.W. Wilson (December 1994) The
Electricity Journal

4. “Airport Dominance and State Action Antitrust Immunity for Airport Operators,”
(Fall 1991), 96 Dickinson Law Review

BOOK REVIEWS

5. “Designing Competitive Electricity Markets,” by Hung-po Chao and Hillard G.
Huntington (eds.), for the Review of Industrial Organization 2000.

6. “Power Structure - Ownership, Integration, and Competition in the U.S. Electric Utility
Industry,” by John Kwoka for the Review of Industrial Organization, 1998

7. “Electric Utility Mergers - Principles of Antitrust Analysis”, by M. Frankena and
B. Owens for the Review of Industrial Organization, 1994

8. “The Antitrust Revolution”, by Kwoka and White for Harper Collins College Publishing,

New York, NY, 1992
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wnfl) company

KEITH A. REUTTER

Director

Education
Doctor of Philosophy, Economics, 1997, Auburn University, AL
Master of Arts, Economics, 1992, University of Texas-Arlington

Bachelor of Science, Economics, 1988, University of Texas-Arlington

Fields of Concentration

Microeconomics, Industrial Organization, Regulation, and Econometrics

Expert Testimony
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Egan Hub Partners, L.P., (2000); Docket No. CP96-199, prepared written
testimony on behalf of Egan Hub Partners addressing market power issues for
natural gas storage facilities in Louisiana and Texas.

Honors and Awards

Carthage Foundation Fellowship

Auburn Policy Research Center research grant recipient
Affiliations

American Bar Association

American Economic Association

National Association for Business Economics



5 Exhibit 2

Publications, Speeches, and Research

1. “Economies of Scope in Combination Electric and Natural Gas Utilities,” with R.
Sinclair, submitted to Applied Economics, July 2000.

2. “Electricity Substitution: Some local industrial evidence,” with A. Barnett and H.
Thompson, Energy Economics, vol. 20, issue 4, pp. 411-419 (Fall 1998).

3. “Power Pools vs. Bilateral Markets: A Survey,” Auburn Policy Research Center
monograph, summer 1996.

4. “Some Evidence of the Economic Impact of Government Contracted Research and
Development,” with A. Barnett and H. Thompson. Submitted to Journal of
Technology Transfer.

5. Involved in research sponsored by NASA’s Marshall Space Flight Center in
Huntsville, AL, from 1995 to 1997. This research measured the economic impact

of NASA’s Small Business Innovation Research program and the resulting
diffusion of technological innovation.

Teaching Experience

Assistant Professor of Economics and Finance (Adjunct), the University of
Southern Indiana, Evansville, IN.

Instructor of Economics, Auburn University, Auburn, AL.
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NELS A. PEARSALL, MANAGING DIRECTOR

CONSULTING EXPERIENCE

Mr. Pearsall has been engaged in economic research and consulting since 1989. He has worked as an
economic consultant in Washington, D.C., where he managed groups and directed research for a broad range of
antitrust matters, including private cases and matters before various government agencies. His antitrust experience
includes attempted monopolization, analyses of entry, predatory pricing, price-fixing, price discrimination, and, very
generally, the exercise of market power. In addition to economic analysis of liability issues, he has calculated

damages associated with antitrust practices.

Mr. Pearsall has participated in matters involving the ownership of intellectual property rights including
analyses of license agreements, determination of reasonable royalties and calculation of damages due to patent
infringement. He has performed analyses of damage claims associated with securities fraud. He has participated in
the development of offensive and defensive strategies for calculation of damages attributed to changes in stock
prices following the disclosure of unanticipated information. Mr. Pearsall has analyzed anticipated competitive
effects of mergers and acquisitions and has worked on behalf of merging parties. Mr. Pearsall also has participated

in business consulting assignments related to the development and implementation of economic analyses.

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND SELECTED AFFILIATIONS

= Completed Graduate Studies for M.A., Economics (thesis pending), Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University.

= B.A., Economics, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

OTHER INFORMATION

Mr. Pearsall has worked on a variety of matters involving health care providers, medical-related devices,
high-speed copiers, pharmaceuticals, collegiate and professional sports, retail grocery stores, baked goods, bicycle

components, semiconductors, agricultural and aquacultural products, automobile parts, pet food and soft drinks.
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M
This publication is available for reference in the FCC’s Information Center at 445 12 Street, S.W.,

Courtyard Level. Copies may be purchased by calling International Transcription Service, Inc. at (202)
857-3800. The publication can also be downloaded [file names: HSPD1000.ZIP, HSPD1000.PDF] from
the FCC-State Link internet site at http://www.fcc.gov/ccb/stats on the World Wide Web.
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High-Speed Services for Internet Access:
Subscribership as of June 30, 2000

Congress directed the Commission and the states, in section 706 of the Telecommunications Act of
1996, to encourage deployment of advanced telecommunications capability in the United States on a
reasonable and timely basis.' To assist in its evaluation of such deployment, the Commission launched a
formal data collection program to gather standardized information about subscribership to high-speed
services, including advanced services, from wireline telephone companies, cable providers, terrestrial
wireless providers, satellite prov1ders and any other facilities-based providers of advanced
telecommunications capability.”

Results from the first data collection, in which providers reported numbers of subscribers to high-speed
services at the end of 1999, were presented in the Commission’s second report to Congress on
advanced telecommunications capability.” We summarize here comparable mformauon from the second
data collection, thereby presenting a snapshot of subscribership at mid-year 2000.* Subscribership to
high-speed services for Internet access increased by 57% during the first half of 2000. At mid-year, the
presence of high-speed service subscribers was reported in all fifty states, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico, and in about 70% of the zip codes in the United States.

Before presenting the new information in some detail, a brief description of the Commission’s data
collection program is in order to enable the reader to better understand how the nationwide information
presented here may compare to similar information derived from other sources. First, a facilities-based
provider of high-speed service lines (or wireless channels) in a given state reports to the Commission
basic information about its service offerings and customers if the provider has at least 250 such lines in
service in that state. While providers not meeting the reporting threshold may provide information on a
voluntary basis, as some have done, we have no assurance that all such providers have reported data.’
In particular, we do not know how comprehensively small providers, many of which serve rural areas

! See §706, Pub.L. 104-104, Title VII, Feb. 8, 1996, 110 Stat. 153, reproduced in the notes under 47 U.S.C. §157. We
define services as “high-speed” that provide the subscriber with transmissions at a speed in excess of 200 kilobits
per second (kbps) in at least one direction. “Advanced services,” which provide the subscriber with transmissions at
a speed in excess of 200 kbps in each direction, are a subset of high-speed services.

? Local Competition and Broadband Reporting, CC Docket No. 99-301, Report and Order, 15 FCC Red 7717 (rel.
March 30, 2000) (Data Gathering Order). The formal program followed several attempts by the Common Carrier
Bureau to collect information on a voluntary basis. See Local Competition and Broadband Reporting , CC Docket
No. 99-301, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 14 FCC Rcd 18106 (rel. Oct. 22, 1999).

3 Deployment of Advanced Telecommunications Capability to All Americans in a Reasonable and Timely Fashion ,
CC Docket No. 98-146, Second Report (rel. Aug. 21, 2000) (Second Report on Advanced Telecommunications
Capability), available at http://www.fcc.gov/broadband. In the report, the Commission’s data collection program
(FCC Form 477) is referred to as the “Broadband Survey.”

4 Providers filed data for June 30, 2000 on September 1, 2000. During this data gathering program, qualifying
providers will file FCC Form 477 each year on March 1 (reporting data for the preceding December 31) and September
1 (reporting data for June 30 of the same year). An updated FCC Form 477 for each specific round of the data
collection may be downloaded from the FCC Forms website at http://www.fcc.gov/formpage.html.

’ We received 84 state-specific voluntary submissions (made by 41 holding companies) in the first Form 477 filing and
78 voluntary submissions (made by 33 holding companies) in the second filing.
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with relatively small populations, are represented in the data summarized here. Second, lines (or
wireless channels) that do not meet the Commission’s definition of “high-speed” (i.e., delivering
transmissions to the subscriber at a speed in excess of 200 kbps in at least one direction) are not
reported. Some asymmetric digital subscriber line (ADSL) services and Integrated Services Digital
Network (ISDN) services provided by telephone companies and some services that connect
subscribers to the Interet over cable systems do not meet this criterion, but may nevertheless meet the
needs of the subscribers who select them.®

As the Commission’s data collection program was only recently implemented, we expect providers to
report data more accurately as they gain experience with the program. There also may be some need
for further clarification and adjustment of the reporting system. Nevertheless, based on the information
now available, the following broad conclusions emerge:

o Subscribership to high-speed services increased by 57% during the first half of 2000, to a total of
4.3 million lines (or wireless channels) in service.

. Considering services according to the tcchnology deployed in the “last few feet” to the subscriber’s
premises, high-speed ADSL lines i In service increased at the fastest rate during the six months,
157%, to almost one million lines.” High- spwd lines in service over coaxial cable systems (cable
modem service) remained more numerous, increasing 59% to a total of 2.2 million lines® See Table
1.

¢ For example, based on a systematic, large scale personal interview survey, the Department of Commerce estimates
that about 4.4% of the approximately 105 million U.S. households access the Internet at speeds faster than regular
“dial-up” telephone lines. This implies about 4.6 miilion such Internet connections, compared to our estimate,
discussed below, that about 3.1 million residences (and home office and other small business customers) connect to
the Internet at speeds in excess of 200 kbps in at least one direction. The Department of Commerce notes that their
survey results include lines that are slower than the Commission’s definition of “high-speed.” See U.S. Department
of Commerce, Falling Through the Net: Toward Digital Inclusion (October 2000), available at
http://www.esa.doc.gov/fttn00.pdf.

? Providers are instructed to report a high-speed subscriber in the (mutually exclusive) technology category that
characterizes the last few feet of distribution plant to the subscriber’s premises, e.g., coaxial cable in the case of the
hybrid fiber-coax (HFC) architecture of upgraded cable systems. As noted above, ADSL services that do not deliver
over 200 kbps in at least one direction are not included in the data reported here. Symmetric DSL services at speeds
exceeding 200 kbps are included in the “other wireline” category because they are typically used to provide data
services that are functionally equivalent to the T1 and other data services that wireline telephone companies have
offered to business customers for some time.

® In addition, reported high-speed lines (or wireless channels) delivered over wireline technologies other than ADSL,
fiber to the end-user’s premises (e.g., Fiber-to-the-Home, or FTTH), satellite, and fixed wireless technologies
increased by 18%. However, because of previously unidentified inconsistencies in reported data, we believe the true
rate of increase is closer to 25%. (Based on discussions with reporting service providers, we believe year-end 1999
fiber lines are overstated by about 50,000 and “satellite & fixed wireless” channels by about 4,000.)



Exhibit 4

o Subscribership to the subset of high-speed services that the Commission defines as advanced
services (i.e., delivering to subscribers transmissions at a speed in excess of 200 kbps in each
direction) increased by 41% during the first half of 2000, to a total of 2.8 million lines (or wireless
channels) in service. Advanced services lines provided by means of ADSL technology mcreased by

75%, and advanced services lines provided over coaxial cable systems increased by 63%.” See
Table 2.

o As of June 30, 2000, there were about 3.1 million residential and small business subscribers to high-
speed services. By contrast, there were approximately 1.8 million such subscribers at the end of
1999. See Table 3.

¢ Providers of high-speed ADSL services report serving subscribers in 49 states and the District of
Columbia, while providers of high-speed services over cable systems report serving subscribers in
47 states and the District of Columbia. High-speed service providers who use wireline technologies
other than ADSL, optical carrier (i.e., fiber), satellite, or fixed wireless technologies in the last few
feet to the subscriber’s premlses report serving subscribers in all fifty states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico.'"’ See Table 4.

e The Commission’s data collection program uniquely gathers from providers information about the
number of high-speed lines in service in individual states, in total and by technology deployed in the
last few feet to the subscriber’s premises. Relatively large numbers of total high-speed lines in
service are associated with the more populous states.'' See Table 5.

e The Commission’s data collection program also requires service providers to identify each zip code
in which the provider has at least one high-speed subscriber. As of June 30, 2000, subscribers to
high-speed services were reported in about 70% of the nation’s zip codes Multiple providers
reported having subscribers in more than 40% of the nation’s zip codes.” See Table 6.

® Similarly to the situation for high-speed lines, discussed above, we believe year-end 1999 advanced services lines
(or wireless channels) provided over fiber to the end-user’s premises and over “satellite & fixed wireless” technology
are somewhat overstated due to previously unidentified inconsistencies in the reported data.

' This information is reported in a single category, for the individual states, to honor requests for nondisclosure of
information that reporting entities assert is competitively sensitive. Inthe Data Gathering Order, the Commission
agreed to publish high-speed data only once it has been aggregated in a manner that does not reveal individual
company data. See Data Gathering Order, 15 FCC Red 7760. The Commission is optimistic that this approach will
encourage providers that fall below the threshold for mandatory reporting of high-speed subscribership information
to participate on a voluntary basis in future rounds of the data collection.

"' The most populous state, California, has the largest reported number of high-speed lines. The second and third
largest numbers of high-speed lines are reported for New York and Texas, which are the third and second most
populous states, respectively.

2 A list of zip codes with number of service providers as reported in the first Form 477 filing (data as of December 31,
1999) is available at http.//www.fcc.gov/ccb/stats. Lists from subsequent filings will be posted when available.




Exhibit 4

Our analysis indicates that about 95% of the country’s population lives in the 70% of zip codes
where a provider reports havmg at least one high-speed service subscriber.”” Moreover, numerous
competing providers report serving high-speed subscribers in the major population centers of the
country. See Figure 1.

In each of California, Massachusetts, and the District of Columbia, at least one-fifth of zip codes
have seven or more providers that report having at least one subscriber for high-speed service in the
zip code. By contrast, 3% of nationwide zip codes have seven or more such providers. See Table
7.

High population density has a positive correlation with reports that high-speed subscribers are
present, and low population density has a negative correlation. For example, as of June 30, 2000,
high-speed subscribers are reported to be present in 96% of the most densely populated zip codes
and in 40% of zip codes with the lowest population densities."* However, the number of sparsely
populated zip codes with high-speed subscribers increased by 69% during the first half of this year,
compared to an increase of 4% for the most densely populated zip codes. See Table 8.

High median family income also has a positive correlation with reports that high-speed subscribers
are present. In the top one-tenth of zip codes ranked by median family income, high-speed
subscribers are reported in 95% of zip codes. By contrast, high-speed subscribers are reported in
only 51% of zip codes with the lowest median family income. See Table 9.

As other information from the Commission’s data collection program (FCC Form 477) becomes
available, it will be included in future reports on the deployment of advanced telecommunications
capability and in publications such as this one.

We invite users of this information to provide suggestions for improved data collection and analysis by:

Using the attached customer response form,

E-mailing comments to eburton@fcc.gov,

Calling the Industry Analysis Division at (202) 418-0940, or

Participating in any formal proceedings undertaken by the Commission to solicit comments for
improvement of FCC Form 477.

1> We note that some providers have not strictly followed instructions to report zip codes in which a high-speed
subscriber is present and have reported, for example, all zip codes within the boundary of a “wire center” that serves
at least one high-speed subscriber.

" For this comparison, we consider the most densely populated zip codes to be those with more than 268 persons
per square mile (the top three deciles), and the least densely populated zip codes to be those with fewer than 25
persons per square mile (the bottom three deciles).




Table 1
High-Speed Lines
(Over 200 Kbps in at Least One Direction)

Types of Technology* December 1999 June 2000 % Change |
ADSL 369,792 950,590 157%
Other Wireline 609,909 747,028 22
Coaxial Cable 1,414,183 2,248,981 59
Fiber 312,204 307,151 n.m.
Satellite & Fixed Wireless 50,404 65,615 n.m.
Total Lines 2,756,492 4,319,365 57%

Table 2

Advanced Services Lines
(Over 200 Kbps in Both Directions)

Types of Technology* December 1999 June 2000 % Change
ADSL 185,950 325,901 75%
Other Wireline 609,909 747,028 22
Coaxial Cable 879,671 1,434,237 63
Fiber 307,315 301,551 n.m.
Satellite & Fixed Wireless 7,816 3,649 n.m.
Total Lines 1,990,662 2,812,366 41%
Table 3

Residential and Small Business High-Speed Lines
(Over 200 Kbps in at Least One Direction)

Types of Technology* December 1999 June 2000 % Change |
ADSL 291,757 771,311 164%
Other Wireline 46,856 104,647 123
Coaxial Cable 1,404,600 2,179,749 55
Fiber 1,023 325 n.m.
Satellite & Fixed Wireless 50,404 64,320 n.m.
Total Lines 1,794,640 3,121,653 74%

*The mutually exclusive types of technology are, respectively: Asymetric digital subscriber line
(ADSL) technologies, which provide speeds in one direction greater than speeds in the other direction;
wireline technologies "other" than ADSL, including traditional telephone company high-speed services
and symmetric DSL services that provide equivalent functionality; coaxial cable, including the typical
hybrid fiber-coax (HFC) architecture of upgraded cable TV systems; optical fiber to the subscriber's
premises (e.g., Fiber-to-the-Home, or FTTH); and satellite and (terrestrial) fixed wireless systems,
which use radio spectrum to communicate with a radio transmitter at the subscriber's premises.

n.m.: Not meaningful due to previously unidentified inconsistencies in reported data.
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Table 4
High-Speed Providers by Technology as of June 30, 2000
ADSL Coaxial Cable Other # All Broadband
(Unduplicated)
Alabama * 6 5 11
Alaska 0 0 * .
Arizona * * 7 7
Arkansas * * 4 6
California 8 8 17 22
|Colorado * * 9 10
Connecticut * 4 7 10
Delaware * * 4 5
District of Columbia * * 8 8
IFiorida 5 8 11 16
IGeorgia - 4 8 12
Hawaii * * . b
Idaho * hd hs 4
Hlinois 6 4 10 13
Indiana * 4 7 11
lowa * 6 6 9
Kansas * . 6 7
Kentucky 4 * 5 8
Louisiana * * 5 7
Maine * * * 4
Maryland * 4 8 11
Massachusetts 4 4 12 15
Michigan * 5 9 13
Minnesota 4 7 8 16
Mississippi * * * 5
Missouri * 4 9 11
Montana * * * *
Nebraska * * 5 6
Nevada * * 7 8
New Hampshire * * 6 6
New Jersey * * 10 11
New Mexico * 0 4 4
New York 8 * 13 19
North Carolina 5 4 7 12
North Dakota * * 4 6
Ohio 6 * 14 15
Oklahoma * hs * 5
Oregon 4 * 9 10
Pennsylvania 7 4 15 18
Puerto Rico 0 0 * *
Rhode Island » * * 4
South Carolina hd 4 6 9
South Dakota » * 5 5
Tennessee b * 5 10
Texas 7 4 14 17
Utah . * 5 6
Vermont * . * 4
Virginia 5 4 14 16
Washington 8 . 12 15
West Virginia * * * 4
Wisconsin 6 * 8 11
onmmg * 0 * »
Nationwide (Unduplicated) 45 33 69 106

# Other includes other wireline, fiber, satellite and fixed wireless.

* Indicates 1-3 providers reporting.




Exhibit 4

Table §
High-Speed Lines by Technology
December 1999 June 2000
Percentage Change
Total ADSL Coaxial Cable Other # Total from 1999 to 2000

Alabama 19,796 * 17,164 * 32,679 65 %
Alaska * 0 0 * * na.
Arizona 58,825 * * 48,983 111,678 90
Arkansas 8,155 * * 3,688 15,484 90
California 547,179 373,574 297,415 238,700 909,689 66
Colorado 36,726 » he 13,127 64,033 74
Connecticut 36,488 * 47,127 . 63,772 75
Delaware 1,558 . * 1,506 3,660 135
District of Columbia 13,288 * * 10,766 16,926 27
[Florida 190,700 37,806 127,238 75,851 240,895 26
Georgia 75,870 * 48,947 * 130,292 72
Hawaii . > * . * na.
Idaho . * hd . 8,070 n.a.
Illinois 77,672 12,812 83,737 70,384 166,933 115
Indiana 20,059 * 33,431 * 49,599 147
lowa 19,258 * 42,081 » 49,159 155
Kansas 26,179 * * 5171 42,679 63
Kentucky 23,570 * * * 24,019 2
Louisiana 28,133 * * 11,749 43,294 54
Maine 19,878 * * * 17,864 -10
Maryland 52,749 * 42,412 * 71,005 35
Massachusetts 114,116 15,802 148,233 19,922 183,957 61
Michigan 81,223 d 94,586 * 135,318 67
Minnesota 38,268 25,975 30,485 8,375 64,835 69
Mississippi * * * * 6,514 n.a.
Missouri 23,347 * 16,482 * 46,903 101
Montana * * . * hd n.a.
Nebraska 36,748 * * 5,609 44,184 20
[Nevada 23,514 * * 10,441 40,582 73
New Hampshire 22,807 M * 2,580 33,045 45
New Jersey 101,832 * * 36,909 144,203 42
[New Mexico b * 0 . 2,925 n.a.
New York 186,504 41,576 * . 311,839 67
North Carolina 57,881 8,662 42,290 30,158 81,110 40
North Dakota * * * 1,632 3,467 n.a.
Ohio 160,792 33,603 * * 156,888 -2
JOklahoma . * * . 162,790 n.a.
Oregon 27,062 19,989 * * 44,186 63
Pennsylvania 71,926 18,313 38,340 23,239 79,892 11
Puerto Rico . 0 0 * . n.a.
Rhode Island * * * * 20,628 n.a.
South Carolina 25,229 - 20,190 * 32,824 30
South Dakota * hd * 5414 7,991 n.a.
Tennessee 66,307 * > 23,979 85,500 29
Texas 152,518 73,117 135,999 65,014 274,130 80
Utah 11,635 * . 4,828 19,612 69
Vermont * b * * 1,551 na.
Virginia 51,305 9,510 40,337 22,153 72,000 40
Washington 71,930 52,345 M * 118,318 64
West Virginia * * * * 1,835 na.
Wisconsin 18,599 1,063 * he 34,220 84
Wzomg' s * 0 - * n.a.
Nationwide Reported Total 2,756,492 950,590 2,248,981 1,119,794 4,319,365 57

# Other includes other wireline, fiber, satellite and fixed wireless.

* Data witheld to maintain firm confidentiality.

n.a.. Not available




Table 6

Percentage of Zip Codes with High-Speed Service
Providers December 1999 June 2000
Zero 440 % 30.1 %
One 245 278
Two 14.2 18.6
Three 8.1 9.3
Four 44 5.0
Five 2.6 34
Six 1.5 2.6
Seven 0.6 1.7
Eight 0.2 0.9
Nine 0.0 0.4
Ten or More 0.0 04
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Table 7
Percentage of Zip Codes with High-Speed Lines as of June 30, 2000
Number of Providers
Zero One - Three Four Five Six Seven or More

Alabama 38% 61% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Alaska 78 22 0 0 0 0
Arizona 14 50 8 11 13 4
Arkansas 66 34 0 0 0 0
California 17 40 7 7 8 20
Colorado 13 63 5 6 6 8
Connecticut 8 69 17 4 3 0
Delaware 0 98 2 0 0 0
District of Columbia 0 33 4 11 26 26
Florida 12 62 9 ] 4 4
Georgia 34 49 6 5 3 3
Hawaii 49 51 0 0 0 0
Idaho 31 69 0 0 0 0
Hlinois 39 44 7 5 2 2
Indiana 35 60 4 1 0 0
Towa 41 58 1 0 0 0
Kansas 50 50 0 0 0 0
Kentucky 55 45 0 0 0 0
Louisiana 39 59 1 0 0 0
Maine 30 70 0 0 0 0
Maryland 1 68 8 9 9 5
Massachusetts 1 49 14 5 5 26
Michigan 18 64 6 6 4 3
Minnesota 33 57 5 4 1 0
Mississippi 47 53 0 0 0 0
Missoun 57 36 3 3 1 0
Montana 49 51 0 0 0 0
Nebraska 48 48 4 0 0 0
Nevada 26 59 1 3 0 0
(New Hampshire 5 85 4 5 0 0
[New Jersey 2 51 21 14 ? 5
[New Mexico 33 62 5 0 0 0
New York 11 62 8 7 5 6
[North Carolina 24 73 2 1 0 0
INorth Dakota 59 41 1 0 0 0
Ohio 19 69 7 3 1 0
Oklahoma 58 40 3 0 0 0
Oregon 23 66 4 4 2 2
Pennsylvania 25 56 7 4 5 2
Puerto Rico 15 85 0 0 0 0
Rhode Island 0 81 19 0 0 0
South Carolina 35 65 0 0 0 0
South Dakota 41 58 1 0 0 0
Tennessee 34 63 2 0 0 0
Texas 33 49 5 4 4 5
Utah 20 64 9 8 0 0
Vermont 8 92 0 0 0 0
Virginia 25 59 3 2 4 7
Washington 20 52 6 6 7 9
West Virginia 25 75 0 0 0 0
'Wisconsin 34 54 8 4 1 0
W oming 26 74 0 0 0 0
Nationwide 30 56 5 3 3 3




Table 8

High-Speed Subscribership in Zip Codes
Ranked by Population Density

Exhibit 4

Deciles
(blocks of zip codes | Persons per square mile (in each | % of zip codes in decile with at least one high-] % of population in decile that reside in
grouped by density) decile of zip codes) speed subscriber zip codes with high speed service
December 1999 June 2000 December 1999 June 2000
90-100 More than 3,147 96.2 97.6 99.0 99.7
80-90 947-3,147 93.2 96.0 98.4 99.4
70-80 268-947 87.2 93.6 96.2 98.4
60-70 118-268 77.8 87.2 91.7 96.2
50-60 67-118 66.3 78.7 82.9 90.4
40-50 41-67 53.7 66.9 722 82.1
30-40 25-41 40.2 56.8 59.1 73.0
20-30 15-25 279 4.7 48.5 63.4
10-20 6-15 239 389 46.6 61.6
0-10 less than 6 18.7 354 36.1 56.4
Table 9
High-Speed Subscribership in Zip Codes
Ranked by Median Household Income
Deciles (blocks of zip
codes grouped by
median household | Median household income (in each| % of zip codes in decile with at least one high-| % of population in decile that reside in
income) decile of zip codes) speed subscriber zip codes with high speed service
December 1999 June 2000 December 1999 June 2000
90-100 $53,494 to $291,938 90.8 954 98.4 99.5
80-90 $43,617 to $53,478 774 86.9 95.9 98.2
70-80 $38,396 to $43,614 67.0 78.1 94.3 96.8
60-70 $34,744 10 $38,395 59.6 73.6 91.7 95.6
50-60 $32,122 to $34,743 53.7 68.3 89.4 93.9
40-50 $29,893 to $32,121 51.8 65.0 88.2 92.7
30-40 $27,542 to $29,892 49.1 62.4 85.9 914
20-30 $24,855 10 $27,541 48.8 59.6 85.1 90.3
10-20 $21,645 to $24,855 45.3 55.7 82.5 88.1
0-10 $0t0 $21,644 41.7 50.5 84.1 89.5
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Customer Response
High-Speed Services for Internet Access: Subscribership as of June 30, 2000

You can help us provide the best possible information to the public by completing this form and
returning it to the Industry Analysis Division of the FCC's Common Carrier Bureau.
Please check the category that best describes you:

1.

ARRERRRRENR

press
current telecommunications carrier

potential telecommunications carrier

business customer evaluating vendors/service options
consultant, law firm, lobbyist

other business customer

academic/student

residential customer

FCC employee

other federal government employee

state or local government employee

Other (please specify)

2. Please rate the report: Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor No opinion
Data accuracy Q) Q Q) Q) )
Data presentation Q) ) Q) Q) Q)
Timeliness of data ) ) ) () )
Completeness of data Q) ) Q) Q) )
Text clarity Q) ) Q) Q) O
Completeness of text Q O Q) Q) (-

3. Overall, how do you Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor  No opinion
rate this report? Q) Q O - Q)

4. How can this report be improved?

5. May we contact you to discuss possible improvements?
Name:
Telephone #:

Questions? Contact the Industry Analysis Division at (202) 418-0940

Fax this response to Or Mail this response to

202-418-0520 FCC/IAD
Mail Stop 1600 F
Washington, DC 20554




